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I. PROPOSED ACTION 

Under revisions of NEPA, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS),Bureau 
and Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW)jointly propse

ferrets as a nonessential experimental populatlon mto 
the Little Snalce Black-Footed Ferret Management Area (ManagementArea) that is within 
the Northwest ColoradoExperimental Po ationArea. The roposed reintroductionwill' require the chan g of the legal status oPthe black-footed Perret from an e n d a n g d  to 
an experimental eignation wthin the defined * tal p u l a t i o n a r e a a s d d
under Section lO(1) of the Endan ered Species=). !?onessential * t a l  
designation essentlally removes d e  extrennely restrictive regulations of th=d 
allows current uses of the public land to continuewithout lirmtation. 

The pro sed reintroduction is a mana ement action that was not addressed in the Little 
Snake g o m e  Mana emtmt Plan(LSWMP). Therefore, thisdocument will serve as the 
amendment to the &RMP and analyze the impacts of the proposed decision to 
reintroduce the black-footed ferret. 
11. PURPOSE AND NEED 

A. Purpose: The immediate purpose of the proposed action is: 

1. 	 to use experimental reintroduction techni 
coo ativdy mana ed wild pulation of %"s to establish a free ran@ng

lack-footed ferrets in the Little 
SsBlack-Fwte$ 1 1 2 "Ferret anagement Area. This release would facilitate 
in achieving the goals of the nahonal black-footed ferret recovery plan and 
assist in researchof techniques for releasing ferrets. 

2. 	 to participate in the national recove effort for the endan ered black-footed 
ferret, wfuch entails establishhgten (70) or more wild pJationsthrou.out 
the species' historic range by 2010 in order to &st the s p e s  to 
threatened status and 

3. 	 to amend the Little Snake Resource Mana ement Plan (LSRMP) and add a 
mana ement action that was not previousHy addressed. This document will 
amen8 the LSRMP 7 analyzin any impacts to affected resources from 
reintroduction of the b ack-foot 2ferret. 

C. BZlCkpUI-ld 

1. 	 : The black-footed ferret was listed as an endangered species in 1967.mt knownwild p o p  near Meeteetsee, Wyoming, was devastated 
by canine distemper m 985-1986. Ei h t m  surt7ivung black-footed ferrets 
were taken into captivity in 1986-1987f o  prevent extinction and to serve as 
founder animals in a captive propagation program at the Wyoming Game and 
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Fish Sybille Wildlife Research and Conservation Center aimed at eventually
reintroducingthe species into suitable habitat in the wild. 

In 1988, the existin Black-Footed Ferret RecoveryPlan (1978) was revised to 
provide a more up-fo-date blueprint for actions to recover the species. The 
species' recovery goal was updated as follow: 

"TOensure immediate survival of the black-footed ferret by: 
a. 	 Increasing the captive opulation of black-footed ferrets to a census size 

of 200 breeding adults% 1991; 

b. 	 Establishin a pre-bredng census po
black-foOtte8ferret bnxdin adults in 1g"'ation of 1,500 hx-ranging 

or more populations, with no 
fewerthan30 breeding ad9ts in any population by the year 2010; and 

the widest possible distributionof reintroducedblack-footed 

The black-footed ferret will be downlisted from endangered to threatened 
status if this goal is achieved (pnrvided the extinction rate of established 

remains at or below the rate that new subpopulations are 
essurmhshed, for at least 5 years). 

2. &gmimental Podation 

rimental population area is roped for portions of both Colorado 
and yoming (Figure 1 . Colorado I!oundmyis definedm those rtiom ofTheF 
Moffat and RIOBlanco 2ountieswest of Colorado StateHighway 1!?,west and 
north to the Utah and W oxning State Lines. The Wyoming boundary is 
defined as that rtion of B ter Coun withinTownships 12,13 and 
14 North and En es 97,-, 100, 131 102 West. his area 
encompasses approxkately 1,220,000 hectam (3,015,000 acres). AU marked 
ferrets found m the wild within these boundaries following the first release 
will comprise the nonessential talpopdation. Durin andafterthe 
first breeding season b l l o w i n g m - ,  all ferrets fou,grin the wild in 
the ' tal population area will comprise the nonessential expimental
p o p u l r  

The primary recov area within the experimerntal pulation area willbe the 
Little Snake Black-9ooted Ferret Management && (M- anent Area).
Other recw areas are bein. pro ed within the experimenh g m l a t i o n  
area by the3raft White &ver g-e  Management Plan, 'ch is in 
preparation. Until these areas are approved, efforts to maintain ferret and 
prauie d populations and eooperat.mly manage human activitieswill focus 
on the $!nagement Area. The prairie dogs outside of these recciv areas 
would not be m g e d  for ferret recoverybut would be maintained as%itat 
for dispersing ferrets. 

The best ferret habitat is in the Management Area, therefore, ferrets would 
most likely concentrate and reproduce m th is  area, and would probabl not 
establish populations in the rest of the talpopulationarea. ?nthe 
unlikely event that a ferret'is found on outside the Management
Area but within the tal p&tion area, the landowner would be 
consulted and the fern-ted if requested. The same option would be 
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offered to public land managers BLM, FWS, NPS)outside the Management
Area and within the experimentaf population area. 

If fgmts reproduce successfully in the Mana ement Area and* to exgmd
beyond its boundaries into marginal fenrel!habitat, it is y that ese
dispersers will be live-trapped and used to start up or sup lement 
reintroduction effortselsewhere. Ferretswould essentiall remainco&led to
the Management Area because it is the best habitat avdable. Ferrets found 
outside the Management Area would be relocated bakk to the best habitat 
within the Management Area. For thisreason, the environmentalassessment 
will focus on i n p c t s  to the environnnent within the Management Area. 

3. ManqpxntAreq 

line between 

Elevations 

The major draina es in the Mana ement Area are Little Snake Rim,Sand 
Wash, and V&on Creek Nota%le landform features are Sevenmile Rid5e,
Sand Wash Basin, D Mountain, Vermillion Bluffs, Irish Canyon, Cod 
Spring Mountain, and53iamond Peak. 

cant oil and gas field developments are found in the northern portions 
o the Mana ement Area. The twoprimary fields are Hiawatha and PowderSF 
Wash which%othhave a high density of active wells. 

Under the existing Little SnalceResource Mana ernent Plan, the resourcearea 
was divided into 17 eographic areas call4 mana8ement units. Each 
mana ement unit was Lsigned a number for descript~vepurposes and has 
speciic management objectives and prescri tions that de land use 
mana ement mthin that geo aphic area. TheElanagement Ea contains all 
,$of mana ementurutsP,3,5,7,9,12,13A,13B, 14 and 16. Please refer 
to ittle Snake8iesourceManagement Plan and Record of Decision (1989) for 
locations, descriptions,and management objectives of each management unit. 
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4. 	 Plannine Proce : The following steps outline the process involved in 
planning for bla%footted ferret reintroduction. 

a. 	 Notice of Intent to reintroduce BFF and amend theLittle Snake RMP.
This st was initiated by public notices and included open houses to 
informxe public of our intentions. 

b. 	 Establishment of Work Group. The Little Snake Black-Footed Ferret 
Work Group (Work GrouP) was formed to ensure that all potentiall
effected publics were invoved in the decision making process. WorE 
Group members included local ranchers,energy industry representatives,
and state and federal agencies. 

c. 	 Preparation of Little Snake Black-Footed Ferret Management Plan. A 
coo ative management lanforreintroductionof the ferretwas prepared
by KS,BLM, and CD& with assistance from the Work Group. 

e. 	 Draft RMP amendment preparation and Environmental Analysis. This 
step involved alternative formulation, impact analysis, and alternative 
selection based on scoping issues and concerns. 

f. 	 Public review and comment. The public will be given 30 da s to review 
the documents and provide comments. ThesecommentswiU& analyzed
and substantive commentswillbe incorporated into the document. Public 
meetings may be held if deemed necess . Concurrently with public
&av is the Governors review which7asts 60 days and indudes 
comments from various state agencies. 

g. 	 Decision Record/Notice. When all comments have been aflswered to 
satisfaction and final document prepared, the Decision Record will be 
issued. 

h. 	 Protests. The public has 30 daysafter issuance of the Decision Recordto 
file protests against the propsed action. 

i. 	 Implementation. Once all protests have been resolved the proposed
acbon can be implemented. 

j. Proposed
preparing a Federd%egister Jotice that no2Rulemakin This ste is completed the FWS and involves 

es the public that the 
reintroduced popdation of ferrets are nonessential experimental. This 
process is ongoing during the above BLM planning process. 

5. 	 sc : The follo issuedconcerns surfaced during
in~%!?&s'%!#%f~?pblics d u r i n z e  scoping process initiated on 
August 27,1991. 

a. Land uses on public land 
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* Permittees and other users of public lands in the Management Area 
were concerned that restrictive policies d d be a phed to public
lands in the area in order to protect reintroducd'ferrets. mey
would op se ferret reintrodu&on if the lic lands were managed
for a s ing  use (ferrets) as opposed to e m d t i p l e  usesfg"""p,
recreation, minerals, etc.) for which the lands are amen y bemg
managed. 

* 	 Energy development companies (oil, as, cod) have expressed 
concern that reintroduction could restri3 exploration, development
and maintenance operations in the Management Area. 

* 	 Some companies have asked how search two1 for black-footed 
ferrets on public lands would be affectedF reintroduction of the 
black-footed ferret. Other companies askd whether theywould be 
protected from unreasonable studies or having to pay for such 
studies. 

* 	 Recreational users expressed su rt of reintroduction. O W  user 
ups felt that thm use woshave little conflict with ferrets 

Eause  they are noctwmal. 
* Several individuals would like to see a total prohibition of sport

hunting of prairie dogs and all sport trapping within Management
Area. 

b. Land uses on private land 

* Private landowners and users were concerned about "talcin of
private lands and that their rights would be threatened, su& as 
ability to control prairie dogs or carry out their n o d  day to day
operations. 

* Several individuals wanted to lmow what would ha if ferrets 
leave the experimental population area and if there a plan to 
dealwith h s  possibility. 

c. 	 Miscellaneous questions and c o m b :  

nonessential e x p e r i m e n d z E n  was not restrictive enough to 
Several interested individuals and ups e q m s s e d  concern that the 

protect the reintroduced S. 

Will predator control be allowed to continue? 

Would standards for concludin jeopard as defined by the ESA be 
relaxed as a result of the rein&u&on.? 

Would therebe any economic benefits? 


Need to discuss nonessential tal versus essential versus 

endangered and determinew h i c h ~ ~ r o p r i a t e 
for Little Snake. 

Define difference between release site and experimental population
area and activities that will be a U d .  
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111. ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

This chapter describes the No Action alternative, the Pro ed Action alternative, and 
alternativesthat were consideredbut not studiedin detail.fre NoAction alternative and 
the Proposed Action alternativeare evaluatedin detail. The other alternativesconsidered,
but not studied in detail,are presented and the reasons for their having beeneliminated 
from detailed study are discussed. 

A. No Action (Continuationof Current Management Direction) 

Under th is  alternative, black-footed ferrets wuld not be reintroduced into the 
Management Area, and the Management Plan would not be implemented.
Intensive monitoring of prairie do populations would not occur, as is being
conducted currently in aration Bor mntmduction. Predator control activities 
would not accurexcept =me activitiesnormall carriedout by the AnimalPlant 
Health Inspection Service (APHIS) on private anas public lands. 

is 
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B. Proposed Action (Nonessential E~umimentalPopulation) 

Under th is  altemative, the FWS and the CDOW would reintroduce captive-raised

black-footed ferrets. Releases would be conducted under the conditions described 

in the FWS 

experimental

Black-Footed 

proposed action is the reintroduction of 

are excess to the objectives of the 


as a nonessential 

A summary of the major elements of the reintroduction proposal follows. Readers 

are advised to refer to the rule and "A Cooperative Mana ement Plan for 

Black-FootedFerrets--LittleSnake Management Area, color ado'^ f!or a moredetailed 

description. 


Releases in successive ears would likely be necessary to establish a 

because 
be continued un%dispersion and survival arewell documented.gIru'tial monitorin 

mortali is hi& on former capve animals. Monitorin of anisdation
s would 

would includethe use of radiotracking e ui ment to trace the activities of selecteii 
radio collared animals. In addition, spo&.&t andlor snowtrack monitoring would 
begin assoon asblack-footed ferrets disperse from release pens,andwould continue 
for several years. 

The FWS and the CDOW would continue to seek advice and test alternative 
ed release strategy onstrategies, and would make minor adjustmentsin the rrtermtive techniques are
site durin the reintrcxiuction phase of the p am. f 


not testdin the first year of releases, then Z T d d  be tested in subs 

ears asdeemed necessary by the FWS and the C OW and via advisory a s s i x :  


b m  other professionals requested to assist the a encies or provi3unsolicited 

substantive comments or reconunmdatiom. Even!ually, a mntroduc 'on method 

would be developed for use at future mintroduction sites. 
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Based on current monitoring information, the referred release sites within the 
Management Area would be in Subcomplex APor A4 (Figure 3). The specific
release site will not be determined until after the 1994 momtoring information is 
analyzed. 

Reintroduction within the Mana ement Area would be re-evaluated if any of the 
following minimum criteria failecgto be met: 

1. Based on ferret family criteria (Bi
index is 50 percent of less thanFet al  1991), the ferret habitat rating 

e 1993 ferret family rating for the entire 
Management Area (48),or a strong indicationthat suchwill be the case within 
five years. 

2. 	 Failure of BLM and Work Group to resolve conflicts and concerns through the 
Management Plan and NEPA process to the point that reintroduction can 
proceed without significant disruption of current land use. 

3. 	 Failure to ac uire "nonessential talpondation" designation for the 
Northwest %olorado w = @ a t l o n  Area through Federal 
rulemaking process. 

4. Wild black-footed ferret po
Population Area prior to trlations are found within the Experimental 

e first breeding season following the first 
reintroduction. 

5. 	 Active cases of canine disterrrper are diagnosed within the Management Area 
12 months prior to release. 

6. Fewerthan20 black-footed ferrets are available for the first release. 

7. Funding is not available to implement the plan. 

If m i n i mcriteria are met, reventative and/or corrective ~easwresmay be taken 
to reduce &tion on black-eooted ferretsby coyote, redfox, badger, great horned 
owl, or o&er likely predators at release sites for a short time to allow the black-
footed ferrets to becomeestablished. No long term p"d"tor control specificall for 
black-footed ferret protecticm is planned after the b a&-footed ferret dease p L e
of the ferret reintroduction programs. Normal ongoingpredator control programs
will continue as authorized. 

red fox and badger), at least 40 incrtential d e r s  of canine distemper (coyote,For manunah'anpredators that are 
vidds of each species (if populabonsp""t)would be rernuved annually from the area to monitor for the occumme o canine 

distem ,a diseasewhich is fatal to the black-footed ferret if contracted. Released 
black-ged ferrets would be inoculated against canine distemper if a useable 
vaccine is available. 

The CDOW would des' te the M t Area as a limited quota tr in 
area, requiring t r a p  IYo work c l w m s t r i c t  Wildlife Managers DThff 
followin 	 the recommendations of the Little SnakeBlack-Footed Ferret &orkin. . %WMs would i n s ~ c tGm7 trappers on techniques and locations that mul 
avoi incidental take of black-footed ferrets. In prairie %a smg w p u i e

towns, the use of 
1 
a7Pold traps with increased tension and snares eqw

lack-footedfenret being captured and/or snared&&tired. W swuld 
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r e n t a l  

also inform trappers of opportunities to provide data relevant to monitoring

diseases. 


If the ManagementArea ferretpo ulation is designated a nonessential 

population, the ation is noP considered essential to the contin existence 

of the species. he basis for the "nonessential" determination is explained in the 

r u l d a n g .  


The released animals and any wild-reared offsprin would be designated a 
nonessential exgnmental population. This desiqgak'onwould facilitate local 

's reintrodmon effort e most prohibitiw restriction 
incwrtionteasinge ESA, specifically the l'ieopard~pro 'bition of Section 7 a)(2). Designationin 
of the reintroduced populauon as a nonessential ' tZ i  populationwould
also assure l andmen and public land p e r m i t ~ t h e r ewould be no' designation of critical habitat within the tal population area - - a 
designationthat may be perceive as r e s t r i c t i n g ~ g e m e n tprerogatives. The 
designation of the reintroduced population as a nonessential * t a l  

, combined with comni+ments contained in the d i ! i t h e  
anagement Plan would assure affected Federal a enaes, State and localcpdation

governments, and private landowners that they woul2retain their flexibility to 
exercise their land mana anent o tions, thou mindfulof impacts to ferrets and 
ferret habitat. The C h W ,  B& and FW!Tdo not envision that it will ever 
become necessary to consider moddjingthe nonessential 'mental designation 

species peation unless the experiment is determined toTa failure or until the 
for thisi s  terxnined to be recowred. Failure of the experiment would result in 
rescindin an desi tion for the area and if the species is recovered, it would be 
talcen off g E Pthe 'st o endangered species. 

In addition, individual ferrets of the reintroduced population would be treated as 
though they were threatened s 'es with regard to 'take".A special replation has 
beenwritten to allo~"t.ake'~un~presaibedcircumstances.Inudental take"would 
not be prosecuted, where as lanowing and willfbl take would be prosecuted.
Incidental "take" is addressed in the rule and in the Section 7 consultation 
conducted on the proposed reintroduction. Incidental "take"willbe monitored and 
action will be talcen to ensure that such take is minimized, to the extent possible. 

The Management Plan was specifically b i p e d  so that black-footed ferret 
reintrodu~onandmanagemmtmtheM~~tAreawouldbecompatiblewith
existing uses on public and private land so that neither lifestyles nor income 
potentml are negativel affected. Ferret reintroduction would not supersede or in 
any way reduce the Ldamental rights of private landowner^ to Tnana e their 
roperty and control activities. For actionsproposed on Federally manage8 lands, 

%scussions would be held with the applicant to discuss op rtunities to avoid or 
minimize potential project impacts to ferrets and prairie 8"ogs. In addition, the 
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current requirement for pre-project ferret searches would be eliminatedwithin the 
e q x r h e n t d  area unless proposed and conducted by BLM,FWS or CDOW. 

Grazing appears to be compatible with reintroduction efforts. On public lands,
structural type ran e improvements would be designed and located to minimize or 
avoid impacts to 'f:errets. In addition, ro grazhtg management practices,
especially vegetation maria ement, would%e~n&cidto ferrets through better 
prairie dog chstribution an8increase prairie dog populations. 

Although activities on rivate lands and Colorado state school lands would 
continue as usual, the kork Group would attempt to deal with conflicts, if 
si cant es in activities has the potential to ' act f m t s  or their habitat. 
I ~ e s s ~ ~ o r kGmu would work with the 1 3CRM SteeringCommittee 
for assistance in conflict reso11'ution. 

Wildlife habitat improvement projects would be allatwed but modificatiol[lsm y  be 

would be placed at least rject and timingof construction. For example, pro ectsnecessary on placement of 
/4mile from release cages and scheduled to avoid the

periodwhen ferrets are in cages andor newly released. 

Recreational uses impact ferrets e.g., hunting,trappin , shooYfofprairie do$, and vehicle tr4) d d be managecf to avoi or 
minimize q a c t s  For example, reintroduction locations would be 
selected to avoid hunter concentration areas, and ferret releases could be timed to 
avoid periodsof heavy hunter use of the area. 

As previously.discussed, the CDOW would designate the Management Area as a- lirmted quota tra in area, re ui recreational trampers, as well fessional 
0 s  istxi owing thetrappers,to work3 5y with 8YWildlife Managers (DWM) fo%-O

recommendations of the Little Snalce Black-footedFerret Working Group. 

Some temporary modifications in use by off-highway vehicle O W )  enthusiasts 
would be required to protect release areas and certain airie dog towns occu i d
by black-footed ferrets. For example, O W  use would Fe closed within ?4d e  of 
release cages from September 1 to December 1. When this occurs, local O W  

enaal blicorganizationswould be asked to help sign the areas and no9the 
L e g 3 
about the limitation. OHV organtzatlons in northwest Coorado 


expressed their interest in the reintroduction effort and are committed to 

cooperation. 


Powerlines on 
Protection on p"blic land would co ly with "Su ested Practices for Raptor 

ower Lines" (RaptorYesearch FoLUeLtion, Inc, 1981). Power
companies would be encouraged to construct new p0Werli"es to avoid prairie dog
towns on public lands withln the Management Area to ~cludetheir use as 
perching sites by raptors that might prey upon black-footed Femts. 

Animaldarnage control activities would follow the District Animal Damage
Control Planwhich is u 

eased, a provision will insure that ferrets arewhen ferrets are to be Pted each year. is updated for the year 

not caught in snaresor leghold traps. This would be in the formof p p e r  tension 
for leghold traps and stops for snares. 

Prairie dog control within the Management Area will be restricted on public lands 
to insure protectionof individual black-footed ferrets,andretainthe optimum prey
base to support the projected ferret population. As black-footed ferrets have not 
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for 

been known to establish residence in Wyoming pund s q u i d  colonies,ferret prey
thresholds for Wyomin ground squirrels have not been established within the 
Management Area. w"y rodent control deemed a ro riate within the 
Mana ementAreaWillberevidtoinsuretheprop0SeCQptRodwillnotkillorme 
injure%lack-footedferrets, or si ' cantl impact then required prey base. Rodent 
control will onl be conductd&&bk&als with a commercial applicatorslicense 
issued by the Eolorado State Department of Agriculture, with oversight provided
by F'WS, BLM,CROW andor Animal Damage Control personnel. 

Numerous county roads transect the Management Area and are routinely
maintained by the Moffat County Road Department. This maintenance occurs 
redominantly during dayli t hours, and is confined to existing aded surfaces. 
Eons uently, regulmly s2eduled road maintenance should norimpact black­
footed"i.errets,nor sigruficantly impact the prairie dog population. No restrictions 
are therefore considered necessary. Constructionof newcoun roads or si 
modificatioIz of existing roads within the Management La wulPcantrequire
considerationof black-footed ferretrecovery goals. 

Mineral activities would be relocated, if possible, at the activity planning sta e,
such as at APD or the permit a lication stage. Prairie dog towns targeted Bor 
release wuld be managed as No urface Oc an while the release cages are in 
place; a period of appmximatel '3 to 4 mon%.%s seasonal restriction could 
occur annuall over a period of P to 5 years. To facilitate coexistence between oil 
and gas anJother mineral development, the following measures wuld be 
implemented where feasible: 

- educationalv- ator's field empl ees- preparation of d a c e  use lan of operationsoYsUp0)O F- time delays of operations up to 60 days- relocation of operations up to 200meters 

The SUPO would assist in designin operations which would minimize ' acts to 
prairie dogs andblack-footedferrets%uringand afterproject develoC t % e  plan
wuld serve as a tool for develo in opera t id  st i  

not recommend activitiesktaccony$shed asquickly as g .%us planwoulPations so t permittin is 

existingwould rnfringe on the vali$""" le rights of the lease. 

If, durin development of the SUPO, it is determined that oil and as or other 
mineral !$evelopment could reach a point where si 

dbe cooperatively developedferrethabitat is unavoidable a compensationplanwo!iFcant loss of Elack-footed 

by BLM, FWS, CDOW and the mmpq/operator. The co 
7!?=tionp1mwouldinclude an off-site mitigation strate for equal and in. 'nd replacement of 

disturbed or des ed prairie dog Qabitat. T h i s  mitigation would be the 
atom would be asked toresponsibility of B% but F'ttees and other c 

d participate in developmentpartici ate asmuch asp s i b  e. TheWork GroupwF 
of e A  $UPO/compensation plan and determine, on a case-by-case basis, the 
threshold at whichhabitat loss would become significantfor eachmdividual oiland 
as or mineral operation.

habitat replacement, as defined here, would be actual development of new prairie
dog colomes or transplantin rairie dogs into suitable abandoned towns. 
Transplantin has been successwin Utah for recove efforts related to the Utah 
prairie dog (&quart et al. 1986 . Briefl ,the meth3ology involves manipulation
of ve etahon to increase visibil a ydrilling holes to simulate buwaws thenity an 
transp!Iantingprairie dogs into the new habitat. 
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The Work Group would review all proposals and if every avenue of tection for 
ferrets and their habitat has been exhausted and conflicts between p"errets and oil 
and gas or other mineral development as well as an other authorized land use 
actiwty cannot be resolved, ferretswould be relocatd 

Landowners, land managers, and land users would be informed, as appro riate, of 
the potential impact theu land management or land use activities cod3have on 
ferrets, and through the Work Group, advised of means to reduce those impacts
through cooperative measures. 

If successful, the Proposed Action would result in the establishment of a 
free-ranging breeding population of approximately 40 black-footed ferret adults in 

lifestyle and income potential?et date of 2000, while not affecting the desiredthe Management Area by a 
o private landowners in the Management Area. 

The BLM would conferwith the FWS when a proposed actionwould jeopardizethe 
existence of experimental nonessential populations of BFF. 

D. Other Alternatives Considered But Not Studied in Detail 

1. 

2. 


IV. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section describes the affected environment and evaluates the likely enviro-tal 
consequences of ' lementing the No Action and the Proposed Amon alternatives. 
Flood lains, wetlx,prime or unique farmlands,wilderness values, water quality,prime 
or soeP sources of drinking water, wild and scenic rim,Native Amencan rehgious 
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concerns, and areas of critical environmental concern, al l  of which are specifically
protected by Federal law or regulation, would not be affected by the alternatives and are 
not evaluated, In addition, the alternatives would have no significanteffect on regional
climate, air quality, hydrology, soils,vegetation, forest mgemen t ,  fisheries resources,
visual resources,or on local noise levels. 

The alternatives might possibly affect wildlife resources, paleontological and cultural 
resources, recreation,mineralresources, range and livestockmanagement, lands and realty
management, and local socioeconomic parameters. 

No siguficant adverse cumulative impacts are identified for the proposed action. 

The description of the affected environment and e!nvirorunental consequences of 
implementing the alternatives will be restricted to the Management Area. The 
Management Area is the core recovery areawherein habitat management and the majority
of coordination with landowners, land mana ers and land users would occur. It is 
redicted that a self-sustainingpopulation of bFE's would depend on the Management

L a .  

The area outside the Management Area but within the ' tal po ation area 

bound (for the purposes of this discussion, only t h a t v o f  the !$boundaty

withinxe Little Snake Resource Area is being comidered~sessentially a buffer zone

with only isolated and scattered prairie d 

inca able of supporting a viable pulation"8F"p"'ations. TMS habitat is considered 


o errets over the long term. If a ferret were 
to dpsperse into th is  area, the Xcteii lando~nerhas the option to q u e s t  its removal 
from private land. Moreover, even if the landowner did not request removal,but it was 
apparent that the ferret could not survive in the area, the ferret would be relocated the 
ferret to better habitat where its survival chances were impmed) or to another 
reintroductionsite. Thedore,the reintroductioneffort is unlikely to result in appreciable
impacts in the buffer zone, as ferkets areunlikely to persist in t lus  area. 

In addition,under the No Action alternative, BLM would7its lands in accordance 
with the standard stipulations in its Resource Management 8tzs and that State and 
private landownerswould continue to manage their lands as they see fit. The No Action 
alternative is a "Businessas Usual"scenario. The impacts of the Pro osed and Dela ed 
Action alternatives that are described will be those that are difperent from ana;or 
incremental to those of the No Action alternative. 
A. BioloQicaVEco lmical Resources 

Affected Environment: 

The reader is referred to the Draft Little Snake Resource Mana ement Plan and 
Environmental I act Statement (1986 and the Cooperative dana ement Plan 
for Black-FootedY?errets--LittleSnake danagement Area, Colorado b995) for a 
description of biological resources associated with the Management Area and 
proposed experimental population area. 

Environmental Consequences: 

1. "hreatened.Endanzered. and Candldate s.r>eclesa 


No Action: Taking no action to reinduce the black-footed ferret into the 
Management Area would result in no new im acts to listed species -?in the area. These specieswould continue to ge protected through Section 
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consultation. The decision not to reintroduce black-footed ferrets into the 
Management Area would ne atively impact the black-footed ferret recovery
effort, since the opprtunib to test reintroduction techni ues and to 
reestablish a hx-rangm population of black-footed ferrets wo3d not occur. 
In addition, BLM be violatin its own poli by not talcing action 
towards recovery ofa. listed species den habitat forXat species is available. 

The Proposed Action would authorize reintroduction of 
s on pubhc lands within the Mana tArea. T h e w s  

would be the lead agency in reintroduction and mus satisfy requirements of 
NEPA and ESA prior to reintroduction includin Biological Opinion,
Errperimental Rule, and Environmental Analysis. I9ocummtation of that 
-on will be attached to this EA when completed. It is antia ated that the 
proposed actionwould likely beneficially affect the black-footed!erret recovlery 
~rograrp2establishing a population of 40 or m r e  breeding black-footed 
errets rn olorado. 

2. Other Wildlife 

No Action: Under the existing situation,the black-footed ferret is considered 

an gered species. For t lus  reason BLM must comply with Section 7 of 

the*and is recpired to complete bhc-footed ferret surveys according to 

W S  'delines pnor to any activity that has the 

foots-t habitat. This requirement would coneotential to impact black­


'nue under the no action 
alternative. 

Pmmsed act '̂on: Authorizing the action reintroducing black-footed ferrets 
int6 the Management Area would result in additional predation on white-
tailed prairie d s, and add another prey s 'esfor larger predators such as 
the coyote, red?ox, badger,and raptors. 8r.ls, hawever, would not result in 
any significant impacts to the prairie dog or predator populations in the 
Management Area. 

The Management Plan calls for mana g prairie d po ations in the 
eastMana ernentArea such that the areawo!rd Mainfain atY E ?percent of the 

78,008acres of prairie dogs map in 1989. Therefore,to the extent sible,
prairie dog populations m the Pmgement Area would be buffen&&nst 
serious man-made declines. The intent is to manage prairie dogs as a dynamic
unit, WhichwOUtdallowtradeoffsto be made, such as allowingnuisanceprairie
dog control in some areas and possibly compensating with p a h e  dog

ansion in other areas, all to retain prairie dog acreage obj&ves for the 
?mgementArea. 

Wildlife speciesassociatedwith rairie d eco stems e. y from e orts tocottontails, and various rodentsp wouldTen& 7s m n  
owls, 

preserve prairie dog colonies. 
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Mana 
foot3g predators immediatel rior to and following the release of black-

ferrets in the vicinity o r g e  release sites is expected to reduce the 
numbers of coyotes, red foxes, bad , and possibly great horned owls. 
llenu~alof these predators is expectso have a short term impact until the 
population is able to recover to previous population levels. The existing
population is healthy and occurs in suffiaent numbers. Due to the reduction 
of predators in the wcinity of the release site, a sli t but insignificant increase 
in the rodent population could possibly occur,&&ugh this could be minimal 
due to the reintroduction of a new predator. Existingpredator populations are 
expected to reach pretreatment numbers via imgration from outside the 
control area within 6 months after control measures are terminated, thereby
returning rodent populations to pretreatment levels. 

Anticipated ' acts to pronghorn antelope, mule deer, and elk crucialwinter 
habitat would"geminimalbecause reintroductionactivities would be confined 
to a s d area and efforts to minimize human-caused stress to black-footed 
ferrets would concomitantly minimize stress to wintering big game. 

There would be nomeasurable impacts expected for my other wildlife species
from the black-footed ferret reintroduction. 

3. C u l t ~ m d e ontolockal Fksourc~ 

No No new impacts to cultural/paleontologicalresourceswould OCCUT 
from black-footed ferret related activities if no &on is talcen to reintroduce 
black-footed ferrets into the area. 

PromedAction: If black-footedferretswere reintroduced,someminorsurface­
disfurbing activities may be undertalcen to house or supprt black-footed 
ferrets durin the reintroductionprocess. Class 3 sulvqrs wuld be conducted 
on the+c sites h e r e  surface distm+mnce may OcCzIl. If necessq, the 
p r o p  surface-disturbing activity would be relocated to a site in which 
surveys reyeal no significant cultural/ palmntol 'calreso~~~es.Hence, no 
impacts to cultwal/paleontological resourcesdO!? result fronn the Proposed
Action. 

4. ReakatI*on 

No A n: Under the existing situation,the blaclc-footed ferret is considered 
d g e r e d  species. For h s  reason, BLM must comply with Section 7of 
the ESA and is requirement to complete bhck-kmted ferret s u w e y s  according
to FWS guidelines prior to any activity that hasthepotential to impactblack­
footed ferret habitat. Recreation actimties havenot resulted in an impact that 
required compliance with the ESA. No change in this situation is expected
under the no action alternative. 

in northwest 

reintroductioneffort and cooperation. 
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black-foo 

The potential exists for black-footed ferrets to be 
traps used b recreational fur trappers and animal 
temporary Jwure to trapping m occupied habitat or 
requirements may be necessary to avoid accidental 
Cooperation from Animal Dama e Control, Animal 
Inspection Service,willbe obtain2 

Shooting m y  be restricted initially within prairie do towns used as release 
sites. Restrictionswould likel be lrfted after ferrets ei&erbecome established 
or disperse from the area. h e  impacts of shooting will be monitored to 
determine consquences to black-footed ferret p q .  

*5. MlneralReS0UrCq 

NoAction: Under the existing situation,the black-footed ferret is considered 
anendangered species. For t lus  reason, BLM must co?ily with Section 7 of 
the ESA and would re uire indusw to complete black- ooted ferret s u ~ v e y s
accordin to Fws L s gmr to my activity that has the potential to 

actbfkk-foo&mt habi t. Activitm are not allowedto takeplaceuntil 
and FWS are satisfied that no wild black-footed ferrets exist m the area 

of disturbance. 

PraposedAction: 

OIL AND GAS 

atin costs would be reduced if operators are not required to conduct
O P " fed ferret surveys prior to surface disturbance. Oil and!asoperations 
on the ground (Applications for Permit to Drill and associaed pipelines,
facilities and roads could be delayed up to 60 days or relocated up to 200 
meters while the release ca es are out in the field. If th is  60 day timin 
restriction falls within the arst 2 months of the releve period, the last f 
months would not be restricted to the o ator. It was determined in the Oil 
and Gas Leasing EISmMP Amendment fig1 that restrictionsof 60 days or 
200 meters are not a significant impactupon il,e oil and gas lessee. 

Full field devdopment could result in significant impacts to ferret habitat by
redwingpahie dog populations. The reader is referredto "ColoradoOil and 
Gas Leasmg andDevelopment--FinalEmironmentalIm actStztment"(BLM
1991) for a description of impacts related tooild Edd development. As 
discussed in the roposed -on, BLM would c o a t 0  off-site mtigation in 
the went si&&.nt impacts to prairie dogs cannot be avoided through
development of a compensationplan. 

LEASABLE M I N E W S  0THER T W ,0IL AND GAS 

No development of oil shale, bituminous sandstone or coal is eqected in the 
foreseeable future. Therefore, no impacts are antiapated from mtroduction 
of black-footed ferrets. 

SALABLE MINERALS 

Sand and Gravel: If ferrets are not released in the particular prairie dog
towns in or near current and known mposed grad  pits or decorative stone 
couection areas, no impacts to tRe current mineral development are 
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antia ated. Most grad  d sits that are mined in this part of the county 

were $eposited durrng the Tertiary Period,apximately 40 to 50 million 

years ago and are now erosional remnants cappmg ridges and hilltops, usually

with very little topsoil or overburden. 


The prairie dogs tend to build their towns in the valley bottoms where the 

to soil is deeper and the substrate is composed of mre sil 

r&er than cobbles and pebbles Therefore, little 

between prairie dog towns with ferret 

gravel development. 


revenue to the United States which 

to the United States. Either scenario 

impact to the operator's business. 


The impact to the operator could be mitigated if the situation is handled on 

a "firstcome, first serve" basis. If there is an applicationfor a material sale on 

file with BLM prior to release of ferrets into a nearby prairie dog town, the 

BLM will continue to mess the application and appmve the 


theferrets will be releaseBinto another prairie do town. If the erret release is 
ast a "pointaf no return" prior to applicationf! r a material sale, the sale could&!processed with stipulauonthat m surface wcupmcy be allowed durin the 

3 to 4 months the ca are in the field for e s t ab l r sb t  of the ferrets. h i s  

impact to the 9&ore than one or twopotential operators so the overallis not likelyto 
in ustry is not likd to be significant. This would identify

requirements to rot- ferrets at Xe earliest mine lanning stage, reducing
impacts to indivixual operators to an acceptable lev2 

would commit to off-site mitigation
dogs cannot be avoided through 

Decorative Stone: Most collection of stone is done by hand so surface 
disturbance is minimal. It is also done during daylight hours so there should 
be noconflict with the ferrets. If the human&ty would disturb the ferrets,
ferrets should not be released in the community sale areas of Dugout Sprin
and Godiva Rim. Stone sales and collectian are psihle  in other are85 buQ
with less frequen If this limited human actiwty is undesirable, mineral 
material sales coul%be prohibited for the 3-4 month period immediately after 
release required for the ferrets to become established. Most users could be 
redirected to another community sale area, but it could result in an increase 
in stone removed from public lands under trespass or,for conunercial sales 
outside comuni sale areas, the same i m p a c t s  as for sand and grad.
Considering the zatively small market and mdividual sales for decorative 
stone, these potential impacts would not be significant. 
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LOCATABLE MINERALS 

If the ferrets are not released in a prairie dog town on a mining claim, it is 
unlilcely that there wuld be any significant conflicts between mining claim 
development and ferret reintroduction. If ferrets are released on active mining
claims, there may be noway to effectively mitigate the impact of mining on 
the ferrets. 

Mining operations generally cannot be relocated and one must be cognizant
that nuning will m o v e  the prairie doglferret habitat. A mining claimant is 
required by law to do assessment work on his mining claim every year. He is 
also expected to dili entl wrlc toward develo mg a mine. Once his 
operations fall into f i e  kotice of Intent or 8an  of operations level 
shpulations can be placed on him as long as his right to develo a mine & 
not infringed. If the claimant proves a vahd discovery of a miner$and applies
for patent, the land could be patented under the xruning laws and be passed ' 
out of federal ownership. 

Prior to ferret release, BLM would check for active minin claims and contact 
the claimants in order to try to develop and agreement Bo allow mining q d
the ferretsto coexist. If an agreement cannot be reached, BLM would comrmt,
through a compensation lan, to equal and in kind replacement of habitat as 
discussed in the propsJaction. 

6. Livestock GrazinglRan&g 

'on: Under the existing situation, No change in the existing situation!%if%iim. 
Proposed Action: Livestock grazing (numbers,distribution, etc,.) would not 
be restricted in any way. Some range i m v n t s ,  such as resmir  or 
windmill construction, would not be disallowed but relocation may be 
necessary to avoid direct conflict between management of prairie dogs and 
black-footed ferrets. Restrictions on range improvements m y  be necessary
within '/4 mile of release cages or other equipment to prevent disturbance or 
damage. 

7. Rl'&ts-of-Wav/Realtv Actions 

-No Action: Under the existingsituation,theblack-footed ferret is considered 
an endangered species. For tkus reason, BLM must corn ly with Section 7of 
the ESA and wuld uire industry to complete black-!ooted ferret sunreys
accordin to FWS ?dines prior to my activity that has the potential to 

act bHack-footte&&rethabitat. Activit~esarenot allowedto takeplaceuntil%and FWS are satisfied that no wild black-footed ferrets exist m the area 
of disturbance. 

and maintenance costs but cannot be 
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ferrets occur in the area. Recommended mitigative measures would be 
provided to the applicant. It is believed that none of these measures would be 
unreasonable so as to preclude the intended activi in the Management Area. 
Routine maintenance activities d d not be eff2ed. 

Deterrent devices designed to prevent raptors from perching on power line 
structures d d be required to discourage predation on ferrets. This m y
result in slightly increased constru&on costs where new powerline
rights-of-way cross public land containing prairie dog towns. The amount of 
increase is unknown at this time. 

If impacts could not be avoided, BLM would prepare a compensation plan for 
habitat replacement, as described in the sections on oil and gas and other 
minerals. 

8. J,ocalSocio-econorm'c Parameters 

Action: Under the existing situation, mana ement of the black-footed 
ferret as an endangered species is not significant fy impacting current social-
economic conditions. 

determined nor the degree to which the local economy would be positively
affected. 

Animal damage control activities would be conducted in a manner to avoid 
adverse impacts to black-footed ferrets. 

In summary, the Proposed Action is unlildy to have a major innpact on local 

socio-economicparameters in the area. 

V. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

A. ,Vnder the No act '̂on Alternative: 

None. 

B. UnderthePromsed Action Alternative: 

Black-footed ferret mortalities would occur hxn the testing of ' t a l  
reintroduction rocedures, natural environmental conditions, an=d 
take while bl&-footed ferrets reestablish a free-ranging population in the 
Management Area. 

Hopefully, a free-rangin breedin ation of black-footed ferrets in the 
Management Area wotid be es!PIf so, the probability of thelished. 
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black-footed ferret becoming extinct in the wild over the long term would be 
significantly reduced. 

Oil and gas and mineral mining o 
costly exploration and developmeny"ations might have to use slightly more 

techniques. 

Trapping costs may increase to avoid ferret impacts. 

Rights-of-wa mi t have to be lengthened W o r  rerouted on public lands to 
avoid black-? e Pferret occupied activeprairie dog towns. Thiscould increaseoot 
construction costs at an undetermined l ed .  

Powerlines on public lands within prairie dog towns would be constructed 
using raptor deterrent devices whichwould increase the costs of comtruction. 

The re 'on would receive greater, but undetermined, revenues from the influx 
of StaPe and Federal personnel periodically involved in the reintroduction 
programandfromcontractswith individualsinvolved in the black-footedferret 
recowy effort. The region would also receive greater, but undetermined, 
revenue from the influxof touristswho wish to wew black-footed ferrets. 

Some or all of the increased costs to oil and gas o ations ri ts-of-way,
powerlines, and other activities discussed ahow may roffset by Be fact that 
no black-footed ferret s w e y s  would be required m oder to obtain permits
within the Management Area. 

C. 	 S h O r t - t ~ ~ . 1 0 1 ~-termDd,uctivitw 

Therewould be no residual adverse im acts under the Pro sed Action, and 
the short-termeffects of the Proposed Kctionwould not a&% the long-term

productivity of the area. 

VI. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION WITH OTHERS 

The Proposed Action was discussed with potentially affected State and Federal a encies 

in and near the reixltroduction area. The Little Snake Black-Footed FerretWorldn $;-mup

reviewed the proposed action and recommended that it be ued. All signhcantly

affected rivate land managas within the area were contactec???ublic scoping

held in c! olorado (Denverand Craig) in 1991offered the al ublic the opp­

to reviewand comment on the reintroductionm s a l .  r ese4pub 'cs were also mformed
: 
that there would be more opportunity to review and cormnent on the Pro ed 
Action--specifically, during the public comment period for the Little Snake %I? 
Amendmenm and after publication of the proposed d-g
reintroduced population as a nonessential experimental population. 

to designate the 

'al presentationswere madeto several interest p u p s  and committeesincluding Craig 
g c t  Multi le Use Advisory Council, Crai District Graz' Adviso Board Craig
District C o o k t e d  Resource Management steering CommitTee, and%offat county
Land Use Bod. 

The following is a list of individuals, organizations, and public agencies contacted as part
of the public participation process related to planning for reintroduction: 

. .Individuals and Orparuzat~o~ 
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Colorado Cattlemen'sAssociation 

Colorado Farm Bureau 

Colorado Wildlife Federation 

Colorado Off-Hi way Vehicle Coalition 

Rocky Mountain%umane Society

Rocky Mountain Oil and GasAssociation 


BHP Petroleum (Americas,Inc. 

Chandler and Associates, I'nc. 

Shefstead Bros. 

Brannan Bros. 

Lazy VD Land and Livestock 

Maneotis Sheep Corn any

Nottingham Land anBLivestock 

Medicine Bow,Inc. 

Raftopodos Brothers 

Smith Rancho,Inc. 

sombrero Ranches,Inc. 

Visintainer Sheep Co. 

Salisbury Livestock 

Bogle Farms, Inc. 

Camahan Lands LTD 

Todd Robertson
kyasIzgerald 
RobertArambel, Jr. 

Tom and DonnaDeakins 

Stan Jolley

Monte Sheridan 

Boyd Walker (deceased)

Charlie Brown 

Mary Chivington Baker, ET AL 

Edward Gutienrez 

Robert E. and Dorothy Simpson

ohn Peroulis 
arnes R and Rebecca Mengefohn Evans 

Alicemae Bernice Morrie 
Paul . and Tracey L. Epley
Fred Ir.Bl&ns 
Ann B. Willis (Estate
Gary J. and Jessie L. kowley
Geo 'a Simos Raftopoulos &CJC Properties
RayYcrawford 
Carol L. Coon 
Robert John Cutshaw 
Gordon W. Flie er Et Al 
L e E. andTiieresaMaty Chase 
s o n  M. Carper and Alice C. ��ammer 
Albert Ernest Innes 
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Charlotte Toumaline Arnold 

Chester L. Solace,Jr. 

Rex RossWalker 

LouisF. Livin ton 

arms R and f!laudette E. Fucci 

�I
.Doris Bickley
Dale B.and Dorothy Deatherage 

County Government 

Moffat County Commissioners -
Colorado State Land Board 

Colorado Division of Wildlife 

Wyoming Game and Fish Department 


Federal Government 

U.S. D artment Of @cult~re, APHIS 

Natio3Parkservice 

Bureau of Land Management (Wyoming)

National Biological Survey 


Elected Officials 

United States Senator Hank Brown 
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